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Comment Form
~|ve Us Your Input!

f~ck oa ~y’s pub~ ~e~.

Or~nlmtion(opflonal) McKinle~ille C~unity Se~/ces District

Addr~s 1656 5ut~er Ro~d
McKinl~il,~e, CA 95519

Phone 707-839-3251
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Comments:

Please fold, staple, and return this form to:
CALFED Bay-Delta Program
1416 Ninth Street, SuRe 11~5
Sacramento, CA 95814 ~ C.AL[~F~)

~ BAY-DELTA
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MCSD COMMENTS ON CAL FED WATER EFFICIENCY PROGRAM (2/23/99):

1, CRITERIA FOR DETERMINATION OF BMP COST EFFECTIVENESS: MCSD beli~-v~ that
standav~ed ~rite~t for qua~t~n~ envh’onmental benefits and avoided env~ro~nental costs mu~t be
p~omulgated before these factor~ should be included in the cost benefit calculus. If the Cal Fed Policy
Group has adopted such standardized criteria by the time that a water rdppJJer submits itz BI~fP
Impleme~ttation Proposal r~en these factors shoed be used. If, however, the CaI Fed Policy Grocp has
not adopted ~.~ch smudard~ed c~t~ria the water supplier’s certification should not be denied due to the
value the supplier a~slgns to the environmental benefits/costs po~on of their cost effectiveness
exemption calculatio~ Fairness dickies that certification indud~ evaIuation criteria that are certain.

2. AGENCY PARTICfPATION GUIDELEN’~S: MCSD believes that geograp~e region~ lying outside
-. the CaI Fed Solution Axes should b~ excluded from Certi~cation CompL{ance. In par~cular, ~e North

Coastal area of California is not ins~tufionally or hydrologi~a!ly connected to the Bay Delta; o~
supply capability and infrastructure ~an rdiably meet our f~mre ~eeds; our flow r~gime beuefiU
~treazn coad.ltions; and our gross per capital water use compares favorably with other areas otr the
state, It would be difficult to justi~ expenditures on Water Use Efficiency beyond those set forth in
our existtug Urban Water Mtmagement Plans to our ra~e paye~s.

3. TIER 1 COMPLIANCE STANDARDS: MCSD believes that imposing additional compliance
,~tand~rds on Tier 1 Wholesalers could create tmnecessary legal and insi’itatioaal pfoble~z~. MCSD
beli~ve~ that the propos:d a!Iowing agencies to form vol~mtazy joint progr-aa~ is more pragmatic than
a ma~tdatory one size fits all prescription.

4. COMPLIANCE REVIEW COMMITTEE COM~POSITION: MCSD prefers the proposal for water
suppliers to select their own member; for envirom~ental groups to pick their own members; ~md for

O those members elected by their respective groups to ~oiatly pick the remaining members over the
appointment process. MCSD bdieves that the elected format will be more likely to produce a
~a]~mced delJbxafiv~ body a~d isolate the Commlttee from the partisanslfip iz~her~ttt in state poLiti¢~.

5. STANDING TO APPEAL C’EP, TIFICATION DECISIONS: MCSD believes that only the applicant
should have standing to appeal a certification decision./.I¢ the Committee composition is balanced., then

’ all perspectives should have their input at this level. Piovidlng an appeal right for the minolity may
diminish the intensity of debate: at the committe~ and provide a m~chanLsm to place roadblocks in
place of s~ch debate.
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